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himself—hence must he stand somewhere in between. In
his deepest essence, he must be a being who partakes of
both instincts, yet may he also differentiate himself from
them in such a way that, although he must suffer the
instincts and in given cases submit to them, he can also
apply them. But first he must differentiate himself from
them, as from natural forces to which he is subject but
with which he does not regard himself identical. Con-
cerning this Schiller expresses himself as follows: " This
inherency x>f the two root-instincts in no way contradicts
the absolute unity of the mind, provided only that man
distinguishes himself from both instincts. Both certainly
exist and work in him, but in himself he is neither sub-
stance nor form, neither sensuousness nor reason."1
Here, it seems to me, Schiller refers to something very
important, viz, the separability of an individual nucleus•,
which can be at one time the subject and at another the
object of the opposing functions, though ever remaining
distinguishable from them.    This discrimination is itself as
much an intellectual as a moral judgment   In the one
case it happens through thinking, in the other through
feeling.   If the separation does not succeed, or if it is not
even attempted, a dissolution of the individuality into the
pairs  of opposites inevitably follows, since it becomes
identical  with  them,    The  further consequence is  an
estrangement with oneself, or an arbitrary decision in
favour of one or the other side, together with a violent
suppression of its opposite,   This, train of thought belongs
to a very ancient argument, which, so far as my knowledge
goes, received its most interesting formulation, psycho-
logically, at the hands of Synesius, the Christian bishop of
Ptolemais and pupil of Hypatia,    In his book De Somniis*
he assigns to the " spiritus phantasticus " practically the
i Letter XIX > p. 99.
a I quote from tho Latin translation of Marsilius Ficinus, 1497.

